Overall Purpose
To determine:
(a) which alleged procedural violations of the IDEA most frequently subject to adjudication?
(b) and, among them, the ones courts conclude to be a denial of free appropriate public education (FAPE)?
Legal Framework
• A FAPE for a student with disabilities is the "central pillar of the IDEA" (Sytsema v. Academy School District, 2008 , p. 1312 ).
• The "cornerstone" for this central pillar is the individualized education program (IEP) (Murray v. Montrose County School District RE-1J, 1995, p. 923 n. 3).
• In its landmark decision in Board of Education v. Rowley (1982) , the Supreme Court provided a two-pronged (i.e., respectively, procedural and substantive) standard for determining whether the district met its FAPE obligation: (a) Did the school district comply with the various applicable procedures? and (b) Is the IEP "reasonably calculated to enable the child to receive educational benefits?" (pp. 206-207) .
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• The many lower court decisions in the immediate decades after Rowley developed variations of what amounted to a "harmless-error" approach for the procedural prong, which required not only preponderant proof of the alleged violations but also a harmful effect in terms of the substantive, benefit prong. 1 The Supreme Court's recent decision in Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District RE-1, 137 S. Ct. 988 (2017) only addressed the second, substantive prong, changing the standard to whether the IEP is "reasonably calculated to enable [the] child to make progress appropriate in light of the child's circumstances." • initial sample of 169 court decisions screened to final sample of 132 decisions -selection criterion: at least one ruling based on one or more of the IEP-related procedural requirements in (a) the IDEA regulations, such as the prescribed composition of the IEP ( § 300.320) or membership of the IEP team ( § 300.321), and/or (b) state special education laws that either paralleled or extended these federal requirements Including state regulations similar or adding to § 300.324(a)(2)(i); e Also, § 300.324(a)(ii), § 300.501(b)-(c), and references to "meaningful" parental participation w/o citation of other regulation(s), but excluding next two rows (meeting notice and IEP copy).
Overall, for each of the regulatory subcategories that have an n of at least 10, the balance of conclusive rulings was strongly skewed in favor of the district. Conversely, among the procedural subcategories with a frequency of 10 or more, the rulings for the IEP Components of measurable goals and specified special education and related services were 100% in favor of the districts. The specific category that was most vulnerable, considering both frequency (yellow rank) and outcomes (aqua rank), was opportunity for parental participation. 
